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Local Telephone Competition: Status as of December 31,2000 

We present here summar). statistics of the latest data on local telephone senices cnci;.stitiw :.n the 
United States as reported in the Commission's local competition and broadband data gathering program 
(FCC Form 477). The s u m m q  statistics provide a snapshot of local telephone service competition 
and state-specific mobile wireless telephone subscribership as of December 3 1,2000.' 

Based on the latest information now available. readers can draw the following broad conclusions: 

Competitive local exchange carriers (CLECs) reponed 16.4 million (or 8.5%) of the approximately 
194 million nationwide local telephone lines that were in service to end-user customers at the end of 
the year 2000, compared to 12.7 million (or 6.7% of nationwide lines) six months earlier. This 
represents a 29% growth in CLEC market si22 duiing the second half of the year 2000. See Table 
I .  

A b u t  60% of CLEC local telephone lines sen ed medium and large business, instihitional. d - government customers at the end of the y i r  2000. By contrast about 20% of incumk-t local 
exchange carrier (ILEC) local telephone lines served such customers. See Table 2. 

CLECs reponed providing about 3S% of end-!im customer l i e s  over their own local loop facilities 
at the end of the year 2000.? To serve the reni:iinder of their end-user lines. CLECs resell the 

' Qualifying carriers reported data for Decsnibci 3 i . 2000 in filings due on March 1,2001. 
(Qualification status is determined separately fw u c h  state. If a carrier has at least 10,000 local 
telephone lines in service in a stare, it must file 10c:il lelephone data for that state.) Earlier FCC Form 477 
filings reported data as of December 31: 19Rq a n d  ZIT ollune 30; 2000. See Federal Communications 
Commission. Common Carrier Bureau. 1ndustt-i .Analysis Division: Local Telephone Cornperition ar the 
,lieu' Mi~ienniiinl (re]. Aug. 2000) and Local ~ ~ / ~ / ~ / I I J I I c  Conipetition: Srarus as o f June  30, 7000 (rei. 
Dec. 2000). available at iwu~.fcc.gov!ccb,stai~~, Durinf this data gathering pro-main. qualifying sewice 
providers will file FCC Form 477 each year on 
and September 1 (reporting data for June 30 of the s m e  year). .4n updated FCC Fomi 477, and 
Instructions for that particular form, for each spscific round of the data collection may be downloaded 
from the FCC Forms website at <a.ww.fcc.gov ii~n::;iage.hnnl>. FCC Form 477 replaced a previous. 
volunta~). data gathering p r o p m  which \vas admiiii.;ter-ed by the Common Carrier Bureau. See Local 
Compefition and Broadband Reporring. CC D d e :  No. 99-301, Notice of Proposed Rulemakig, 14 
FCC Rcd 18106 (rel. Oct. 22, 1999). 

i i d i  ! (reporting data for the precedinf December 31) 

A reponing camer should oun the "lasr mile" of wire. cable, or optical fiber that connects to the 
end-user premises (or own the equivalent fixed u.ir?less facility) if it repons providing the local telephone 
h e  over its own facilities. In generai? local e s c h u : i y  and exchange access lines provisioned over facilities 
(other than dark fiber) and services obtained f r i w  mother camer are not the reporting camer's "own 
facilities" for purposes of this data collection. irrespective of whether those facilities or services are 
obtained under interconnection arrangements. wider tariff, or by other means. In particular, owning the 
switch that provides dialtone (and other senicesl over a I I X  loop leased from another camer does not 
qualib a line as being provisioned over the reponing camer's own facilities. We believe the reports of at 
least some CLECs are not consistent with these direcrions, and we expect such providers to repon data 
more accurately as they gain experience with the p g a m  We also expect that there may be some need 
(continued ....) 
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services of other carriers or use unbundled network element (UNE) loops that they lease f?om other 
s~ners . ’  See Table 3. 

LECs reported providing about 6.8 million lines to other carriers on a resale basis at the end of the 
year 2000, compared to a b u t  5.7 million lines six months earlier. The number of UNE loops that 
ILECs reported providing to other carriers increased more rapidly, by 62%, to a total of about 5.3 
million4 See Table 4. 

Considering the technology deployed in the “last few feet” to the end-user customer’s premises, 
about 1% of nationwide local telephone lines in service at the end of the year 2000, or about 1.2 
million lines, terminated at the end-user customer’s premises over coaxial cable facilities. Less than 
I YO of lines terminated over futed wireless facilities. See Table 5. 

The Commission’s data collection progt-an provides information a b u t  CLEC local telephone ihes 
(and the CLEC share oftotal end-user lines in service) in individual states. Relatively large nunbers 
of CLEC lines are associated with the more populous states5 With 
respect to the calculated CLEC share of local telephone lines in service, however, relatively larse 
\-slues are reported for some less populous states. such as Kansas, Louisiana. and Minnesota, as 
well as for some more populous states, such as New York and Texas. See Table 6. 

At least one CLEC reported providin: service in the District of Columbia in Puerto Rico, and in all 
states except Hawaii. Four or more CLECs reponed serving customers in 34 states and the 

(Continued from previous page) 
for further clarification and adjustment of the reporting system. The Commission recently accepted 
conmenti on whether modifications should he mad? to this data collection. See Local Coiiipciirion and 
Bi-oiirlbuiid Deploynient, CC Docket KO. 99-301. Second Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (rei. Jan. 19, 
2001 1.  

’ 
and also iJNE loops leased in combination widi LYE switching or with any other unbundied network 
element. For defmitions of the various unbundied n e t w r k  elements, see Iniplenienturion of the Local 
Coiiiperirioii Provisions of the Te[ecommirni~i:rir,!:Y Aci of1996, CC Docket 96-98, Third Report and 
Order and Fourth Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking; 15 FCC Rcd 3696,3932-3952 (rei. Nov. 5 ,  
1999). 

UNE loops, as we use the term here, includes LIE loops leased froin an ILEC on a stand-alone basis 

The numbers reported by ILECs may be slightly understated because smaller carriers are not required 4 

to report data. However, as the reporting ILECs account for about 98% of all ILEC lines, the 
undersratement should not be large. (All ILECs. whether or not they normally report to the FCC, provide 
data on the number of telephone lines served to the National Exchange Carrier Association for use in 
conjunction with the Commission‘s universal service mechanism.) We are less certain about the extent to 
which comparable lines as reported by CLECs ai~e understated as a result of the state-specific reporting 
threshold. but we expect such understatement to be larger, on a percentage basis, than for ILECs. 

The first and second largest numbers of CLEC lines are reported for New York and Texas which are. 
respectively, the third and second most populo~is states. The most populous state, California, has the third 
largest number of CLEC lines reported. 



Distnct of Columbia.' See Table 7 

The percentage c F total CLEC end-user lines S ~ A ~ I I ~  residential and small business customers yaries 
among bk,i: stater,, and is generally lower than the correspondmg ILEC percentage. See Table S .  

By comparison to the roughly 194 million fixed-facilit$ local telephone lines serving end-user 
customers, the 77 providers of mobile wireless telephone services that reported information served 
about 101 million subscribers at the end of the year 2000.9 About 9% of these subscribers 
received their service via a mobile telephone service reseller. See Table 9. 

The Commission's data collection program requires CLECs and L E G  to identifi each zip code in 
which the provider serves at least one customer.Io As of December 3 1: 2000. at least one CLEC 
\vas sewing customers in 56% of the nation's zip codes. About 88?4 of United States households 
reside in these zip codes. Moreover. multiple carriers report providing local telcphone service in the 
nia.ior population centers of the countty See Table 10; Table 11, and the map that follows Table 
1 1 .  

7 

' 
teiepiiotre senice and 86 CLECs filed a total of 309 reports. Of these, 13 ILEC reports and 53 CLEC 
repoiti were from camers that had fewer than 10.000 lines in a particular stale and  were thus voluntary 
Qualifying camers were required to report services in the fifty states. District of Coiiimbia, Puerto hco ,  
and l ' i y i f i  Islmds. Carriers were invited, but not rquired, to make volunta~.! subniicsjons for American 
Samoa. Guam. and the Northern Manana Islands. No such voluntary submisslonb were received. 

I n  the Form 477 due March 1, 2001, 165 ILECs filed a total of 331 state-s:7sciiic reports on their local 

The smallest difference occurs in New York (67% for ILECs and 63% for CLECs), 

That is. voice telephone lines provided by means of wireline or fmed wiri-less iecluiology. 

F;lcilitie>-hased providers with fewer than 10.000 mobile wireless telephone seivice subscribers in a 

' 
' 
state (measured by revenue-generating handsets in service) are not required to repon. A facilities-based 
mobile =,ireless telephone service provider serves subscribers using s p e c t m  licenses that it owns or 
manages. 

CLECr and ILECs are required to report, for states in which they have at least 10_000 local telephone I O  

lines in senice; lists of zip codes where they have subscribers. Providers of inohile wireless telephone 
senice do not repon zip codes. 

3 



In Florida, Georgia, New York and Texas, at least one-quarter of the zip codes have seven or 
more reporting CLECs. By COT East, 8% of nationwide zip codes have seven or more reporting 
CLECs. See Table 12. 

As other information from FCC Form 477 becomes available, it will be routinely posted on the 
Commission’s Internet site. We invite users of the information presented in this statistical m a y  to 
provide suggestions for improved data collection and analysis by: 

€-mailing comments to eburton@fcc.gov, 
Using the attached customer response form, 

Calling the Industry Analysis Division at (202) 41 S-0940, or 
Participating in any formal proceedings undertaken by the Commission to solicit comments for 
improvement of FCC Form 477. 

4 

mailto:eburton@fcc.gov


Table 1 
Total End-Use- Lines Reported 

Reporting ILECs 

Other I /  
Small Businesses Small Business 

"A Residential 6: Residential 6; 

December 1999 143,388,368 37;919,327 79% 

June 2000 IA0.486,770 38,378,337 79 

December 2000 139.765.099 37.655.556 7 9  

C L E C  Share 

Reporting C L E C s  

OA Residential 6 
Small Businesse: 

Residential 6: 
Small 

Businesses 

3 ,373,662 4.944,581 4 I ?% 

4,597,807 5,149,117 36 

6,688.062 9.7(19.?.? I 41 

Other I /  

December 10001 177.420,655 I 16.397.393 1 193.818,048 I 8.5 I 

Table 2 
End-Lser Lines by Customer Type 



Table 3 
Reporting Competitive Local Exchav.;e Carriers 

(End-User Lines in Thousanh) 

December 1999 81 8,318 

J U ~ C  2000 76 12.747 

December 2000 87 16.397 

I Date 

5.471 65.8 % 2,847 34.2 % 

8.443 66.2 4,304 33.8 

10.649 64.9 5.74P 35.1 

PWCC?"t CLEC Owned 
Percent CLECr Total End- Acquired 

Reporting User Liner Lines 11 Lines 21 II 

December 1997 9 159.008 

June 1998 8 161,810 

December 1998 7 164.614 
June 1999 7 167,177 

Decembcr 1999 168 187.431 
JUXZOOO 160  187,784 

December 2000 170 189.512 

157,131 1.743 I33 1.876 I .2 "," 
I 5 9 . l i S  2.448 244 2.692 1.7 
161,191 3.062 361 3.423 2. I 
362,909 3.583 685 4.268 2.6 

lX1.30S 4.649 1.474 6.123 3.3 

l7E.865 5.662 3.257 8.919 4.7 
177.421 6.822 5.269 12.091 6.4 

Table 4 
Reporting Incumbent Local Eschange Carriers 

(Lines in Thousands) 

i Lines Provided to Other Carriers 

End-User 
UNE Loops Percent of 

Total Line! Lines Resold 
'LECS Total Liner 11 Lines 11 

Date " Reporting 
Leased 

1- Data for December 1997 through June 1 9 9 9  are frun: C c m n o n  Carrier Bureau \,oluntary suri'eys. Data s t an ins  
with December 1999 are from F C C  Form 477 filings. 



Table 5 
End-user Access Lines by Type of Technolog>-, in Thousands 

(As ofD-cember 31,2000) 

Technology 

Coaxial Cable 

Fixed N'ireless 

Other (Including Traditional Wireline) 

Total 

ILECs CLECs Total 

Percent Lines (000s) Percent Lines (000s) Percent Lines 
IODOS) 

62 0% l _ 1 2 5  7 Yo 1.187 1 ?4 

29 0 45 1 3 480 0 

177.330 100 11.S21 90 192.151 99 

177.421 100 16.397 100 193.El8 1 on 



Table 6 
End-User Lines Served by Reporting Local Exchange Carriers 

(As of December 31,2000) 

Slaw 

Alabama 
- 

Alaska 
A"Z0"a 

Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticur 
Delaware 
Districl of Columbia 
Flonda 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 

Kansas 
.'eniucky 
Louisiana 
Xlaine 
ivlaylund 
Marsachusets 
h l i c h p n  
Ml""eS0la 

h'lissoun 
Montana 
Scbmska 
k v a d a  

., '1 

Mlrsiisippi 

Sew Mexico 
\cu YO& 
Yonh Carolina 
Ucmh Dakota 
Ohlo 
Ohiahoma 

Pennsylvania 
ORsO" 

Pueno Rica 
mode Island 

Wisconsin 
Wyoming 
Nauonu,ide 

ILECS TlEC: Total '1 CLEC Share 
2,351,704 191.299 2,543.003 1 1 8 % -  

481.684 
3,073,779 
i 711 n ? ~  

3,220,259 
146,480 : I  i . , . . .__ - 

23.467.012 1.492.585 24.959.627 6 
2,833.948 286.955 3,120,903 I 9 
2.422.012 154.349 2,576,361 6 

1.01 7,3s I 
555,913 
922.531 94 850 

11.079.693 1.007.756 12.087.449 1 X 
4,820.788 551.316 5,372,104 I/ 10 

744.205 0 744.205 0 
733.580 

7.887.152 831.91 7 8.7!9.069 10 
3.576.825 209.660 3,786,485 6 
1.413,303 164069 1.577.372 10 
1.520.616 220.32s 1.740.944 13 
2,122.021 56.392 2.178.413 
2.415935 380,947 2.796.882 14 

3,802.622 165.502 3.96b.124 4 
4.252.502 509.731 4,762.133 1 1  
6.283.406 382.073 6.665.479 6 
2.961.241 503,775 3,465,016 15 
1.304 145 68.891 1,373,036 
3.485.41 I 203.537 3.688.94h 6 

804.652 

529.878 
949.217 

1,394.708 
805.141 52.137 857.280 

6.747. 13: 323.680 7.070.81 I 1 
957.195 

10,962.969 1169.814 13.7278.: 20 
5.071.853 286.A36 5.358.289 

6,935.139 264461 7.1 9Y,6OU 4 
31 7.170 

1.636.S45 102.456 1.739.301 6 
2,109.510 7 O . l Z l  2.179.731 
8,017,391 870.61 8 
1.299.291 

627,784 
2,260.615 108.233 2.368.878 t. 

3,291,602 296.181 3.587.883 8 
309.349 

12.063.098 1.6X7.586 13.750.684 12 
1.174.625 114.649 9 .~ 

400,929 

~~ 

7tc. Carriers with under I0,OW lines in a starc were m i  required io repon. 
* Dala withheld 10 maintain fim eonfidentiahr). 



State 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Aiimna 
.Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecricul 
Delaware 
Distnct ofColumbia 
Flonda 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
111,"015 

Indiana 

Kansas 
KC"r:Kk) 
LU"iii.3"h 
Maine 
Manland 

I<.  

- 

Marrachuretc. 
Michigan 
Ml"IlCS0ta 
Misiissii i 
Mi%""" 
bl0"lana 
Nebnska t Nevada 

ILECs CLECr TolaI 

9 4 I3 
4 i 6 
3 5 S 
4 I 5 
8 14 12 
3 6 9 
2 6 S 
I I - 
I 7 8 
8 19 27 

14 19 _11 

I 0 I 
4 I 5 
7 IS 2' 
i 12 19 

5 6 I i  
1 1  4 I 5  

5 8 1; 
6 - I: 
I 10 1 ;  

.. 

, .  4 , 

12 I 1 1  
6 9 15 

I ?  > .  
I O  

i S 15 
i 2 9 
6 3 9 
6 9 

1. 19 

Yeu Hampshire 
Nieu 1ersey 
Neu Mexico 
New \'ark 
Konh Carolina 
Yonh Dakota 
Ohto 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pe"nryl"an,a 
P o e m  RICO 
Rhode Island 
South Camlina 
South Dakota 

4 0 
10 Ii - 1 

8 23 1 ,  

15 9 24 
8 10 

10 IO Z(i 
9 5 14 

8 5 1: 
10 1s 2% 
I I 
I 3 4 

15 5 2 0 
6 2 h 

.. 

Vermonl 
Virgin Islands 
Vireinia 
Washingon 
west vrgima 
Wisconsin 
U'y0Di"g 

Nationwide. Unduplmred 
Tom1 Slate Filings 1: 
Required Filings 1: 
Volnnfary Filings I! 

4 

1 3  
7 i n  I T  

~ I 
10 10 20 
2 1 

165 86 li I 
331 369 700 
31R 316 631 

13 53 66 

I 
0 0 

10 I' 

I; Each repon represen~r all ora company's opmtions in a given stace. Carriers wh both ILEC and 
CLEC operations in the 5amc slaw provide separate repom. 



Table 8 
Percentage of Lines Provided to Residential and Small Business Customers 

(As of December 31,2000) 

Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 

Connecticut 
Delaware 
Disnict of Columbia 
Florida 

Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 

Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 

ICllnnesora 

Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire b 
New Mexico 
New Yark 
Uonh Carolina 

Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsvlvania 
Pueno Rca L 
South Carolma 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 

Vermonr 
V r p n  Islands 
Virginia 

- __I._"_,. 

ILECs 
88% 
64 
78 
89 
81 
75 
85 
66 
33 
87 
90 
84 
78 
76 
79 
75 
86 
82 
87 
78  
64 
67 
79 
75 
87 
86 
82 
64 

74 
67 
80 
67 
86 
79 
81 

-- 
I ,  

86 
76 
73 
93 
71 
86 
69 
89 
85 
74 
74 

NA 
67 
78 
76 
8 3  
7" 

79% 
* Data wthheld 10 maintain firm confidentiali?.. 
NA.: Not applicable: no &la reponed. 

- 
CLECs 

5% 

47 48 

58 
43 

I 3  
22 
36 

NA 

38 
23 
54 
12 
86 

7 

10 
35 
25 
19 
45 
19 

43 
2: 

63  
10 

I 

26 
29 
52 
39 

33 

14 
52 
29 

N A  
41 
28 

31 

410,; 



Table 9 
Mobile Wireless Telephone Subscribers 

h o n h  Dakota 

Oklahoma 

Pucno Rico 

Souih Carolina 
South Dakota 

kc zouo D~~ znei 
!eporti"g Percent 
arrieri l i  Resold 2 ____ 

9 I "A 

1 1  7 
5 2 

10 5 
8 4 
6 
6 0 
6 10 
9 6 

I 1  6 
7 0 
4 23 

10 IO 
10 6 

7 62 
I 0  4 
9 

11 L 

5 32 
7 6 
6 4 

1 1  9 
12 2 
7 0 
8 8 

I2 
5 I 
6 3 
E 3 1  
h 2 
5 41 
6 11 

13 1 1  
2 

11 6 
13 10 

8 I 1  
I O  6 

li 4 -.  
6 39 
9 7 

3 
10 I I  
19 8 

13 
S 

0 NA 
12 8 
9 8 
6 25 

I0 45 

Subscribers Subscribers Subscribers Der Percent Change 
DW 1999 J~~~ m n  ? W U  Der 9? - Der 10 
1.080.4 10 1.253.084 1.386.294 28% 

165.221 169.892 
1.125.321 1,624,668 1,829.695 63 

719.919 715,467 143.928 
8.id4.941 12.283.369 12.649.508 
1.552.71 8 1,654,989 1.856.075 
1.01?.089 1,136,618 1.277.123 

210.848 275.219 371.014 
910.116 333.815 928,962 2 

5.I58.079 4.963.478 6.369.985 23 
1.538.983 1~687.238 2.739.000 8 ~, ~ .~ .~ 

285.425 454.364 524,291 82 I 
271.43h 296.066 344.564 27 I 

?J112.48? 4.309.660 5,143,767 31 
1.11$.9~'  1.717.378 1.715.074 30 

-'a,?:' 973.629 832~106 7 

I (~65.47: 724.L  " 801.293 20 
QI ! .T i0  999.544 942.545 3 

: 306.457 1 , 2 2 - . 1 M  I .294.693 
!$-.I%? 283.640 

i.4:1.494 Z.013.058 1.894.251 
Z59.786 :i I - 

:.S01.014 2.21&,169 2.M9.130 40 
>. ' I2  F ! ?  3.423.535 3,488.S26 - 1  . -  
! . i l l i . 4 1 1  1.595.560 1.740.654 12 I . .  

5 o m s  786.577 17 
:.SI 432  1.848.715 3.761.411 - 5  

-. ... 
1.2.::> 

5-h IY<, 600,885 659,380 14 
-5i>.?31 825.163 684.752 - 9  I 
I i ,~ . i , l \  3189.263 387.264 38 

1.75u.024 3,575,130 56 '2" I S 1  - 
. b . h 2 -  395.1 11 443,343 

1 h.: S ! t  5.016.524 5,736.660 
;5.;llhS 2.730,!7: . 9 3.l0S.SI1 

3,987,192 11 
~ .. . , Y O  3278.960 

S:(,.,,.~- 979.513 z.211.755 175 1 ., . ... . 

45 
L J , 2  > A I  1.082.425 1.201.20? 

Xb50.372 4.014.89-1 .. ~ . ,. ~ .+ 

i .090.00 926.418 
:74,104 3 13,550 355.889 27 

-7  I . l > T . X 2  1,236,338 1,392,586 _ _  
i . i ?  i i i n  1,876.444 1,962,568 28 I 
5 7!12.4i? 6.705.423 7.489.1 80 29 
(23 s z i  692.006 750,244 11 

I.SbO.162 2,447,687 2,450,289 
1.S-1 1 - 5  2.144.767 2.286.082 

1 4  1.265 347,916 355.989 
I . i l i . S I S  1,342,908 1,595.726 

79.69h.IiS.z 90.643.058 101212.054 27% I 
* Data wlhhcld LO maintain firm confidentiality 
I! Carriers with under 10.000 mhrctibers m a slate x e r e  no1 required to repon. 
2! Percentage ormabile wireless suhw'iben recoving their SCMCC from B mobile wiieless reclellc~ 



Table 10 
Percentage of Zip Codes with Competitive Local Fhchanpe Carriers 

Xumber of 
CLECs 

0 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

0 or More 

June 
ZOO0 

46.2 ?" 
19.8 
9.1 
6.8 
5.1 
3.9 
2.4 
1.7 
1.3 
1 .1  
2.6 

December 

44.5 % 
17.0 
10.3 
7.2 
5.3 
4.1 
2.9 
2.3 
1.7 
; .4 
3 4  

moo 

I 

Table 11 
Households in Zip Codes with Competitiw Local Exchange Carrier, 

\urnher  olCLECs 

0 

8 
9 

I O  

I 1  
I2  
13 
14 

I 5  
16 

I S  
> I 8  

Demographic Power Pacl 

Juni 
Households 
14,039,322 

14.055,272 
12,244,926 

12.670.58 I 
11.846,575 

10.072.7 17 
6,565.18; 
4.65 I ,5 12 
3.820.321 
3,896,028 

2.844,442 

2.797.8 18 
1,560,567 

889,929 

614.351 

256.630 
281.485 

162.502 
108.502 

0 

:urrent Year tipi 

)no 
Perren1aee 

13.6 
13.6 
11.8 
I?.? 
11.5 
9.7 
b.4 

4.1: 

3 s  
2.8 

2.; 

7 7  

1.5 
0.5 

0.6 
0.2 
0.3 
0.2 
0.1 
0.0 

: (2000). Map 

Der 
Households 
l2.514,914 

11,054,909 

l1,034.005 
12.1 1 8 . 4 7  

l1.512.655 

9.S91,501 

7.307.707 

6.324.420 

4,993.994 

4,532.1 16 
3,660.306 

2,783,552 

1 , 8 i l , I 6 3  

1,207,409 

770.919 

736,244 

430,972 

225,363 
204,341 

203.702 
Corporation. 

hcr moo 
PWCe"ta!T 

12.1 
10.: 

10.7 
1 1 . 7  
1 1 . 1  
9.6 
7.1 
6. I 
4.8 

4.4 

3.5 

2.7 
I .E 
I .2 
0.7 

0.7 

0.4 
0.2 
0.2 



0
 a 



Table 12 
Percentage of Zip Codes with Competitive Local Exchange Carriers 

State 

(As of Dece 
I I 

Zero I One - Thret 

0 
0 
7 
2 
0 
0 

11 
9 

6 
0 
0 
2 
3 
0 
0 
0 

12 
0 
6 
7 
2 
2 
0 
1 
0 
0 

Alaska 76 24 
AnWM 
Arkansas 

0 
0 

21 
0 
0 
0 

19 
39 
27 
0 
0 

15 
5 
0 
0 
0 
3 
0 
7 

13 
1 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 

California 39 
Colorado I 4s  I 39 

Michigan 
Minnesota 

Missoun 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Kevada 
Nem Hampshire 
Kew, Jersey 
New, Mexico 
New Yoik 
Nonh Carolina 
Nonh Dakota 
Ohio 
OklahC'tTla 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
h e r t o  E C O  

Rhode Island 
south Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
V w o n t  
Virgin Islands 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 
Nationwide 
* Greater lhan zero bur 

Mississippi 

Delaware 
Dismct of Calumbia 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii I00 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 45 

36 
Kansas 29 

33 

2; 61 
46 

~ 42 4 so 

Y i  
Sh  14 
b 3 Y  
64 36 
S 62 

ki 5 5 
38 

4'1 35 
Yi 6 

33 
71 21 
I 6  7 0  
3 2  42 

1 99 
4 b 54 
41 45 
')I1 10 
j m  33 
I 6  30 
611 40 
7; 23 

100 0 
5U 34 
24 40 

! OU 0' 
. .  i, 30 
74 26 
44% 34% 

-~ 
"( I : 

.. .. 
~~ 

less than 0.5%. 

Maine 
35 

Massachusetts 31 

ier 31. 

Four 
4 50 

0 
0 
0 

10 
8 
4 
0 
7 
9 
7 
0 
0 
4 
7 
0 
2 
0 
9 
0 
9 

18 

4 
I 0  
4 
0 
0 
0 
0 

13 
0 
8 
4 
0 

2 
12 
5 
0 
0 

14 
0 
6 
7 
0 
0 
0 
7 

11 
0 
5 
0 
5% 

- 
- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 
- 

)OO) - 
CLEC 
Five 

0 %  
0 
0 
0 
8 

0 
0 

15 
10 
6 
0 
0 
2 
5 
0 
I 
0 
6 
0 
7 

14 
5 
5 
1 
3 
0 
0 
0 
0 

10 
0 
8 
5 
0 
5 
0 
I 
6 
0 
0 
0 
0 
3 
6 
0 
0 
0 
6 

12 
0 
7 
0 
4 % 

- 
- 

- 
1 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

_. 

- 

- 

- 
- 

-q-+ 0 

7 I 32 + 0 0 

0 1  0 + 0 0 ; I ;  
0 0 

0 
2 O I  1 * 4 

q+r 3% 



Customer Response 

Publication: .~ I .  Jcal Telephone Competition: Sratus as of December 31, 2000 

You can help us provide the best possible information to the public by completing this form and 
retuming it to the Industry Analysis Division of the FCC's Common Carrier Bureau 

1. Please check the category that best describes you: 
press 
current telecommunications carrier 
potential telecommunications carrier 
business customer evaluating vendodsemice options 
codtan< law fm, lobbyist 
other business customer 
academicistudent 
residential customer 
FCC employee 
other federal govemment employee 
state or local govemment employee 
Other (please specib) 

_. 7 Please rate the report: Excellent Good Satisfactory Poor No opinion 
Data accuracy (A ($ (-1 (-1 (-1 
Data presentation (3 (-1 (-1 (-1 (-1 
Timeliness of data (-1 (-1 (-1 (-1 0 
Completeness of data (-) (-1 (-1 (-1 (-1 
Text clarity (-) (-1 (-1 (-1 (-1 
Completeness of text (-) (J (-1 (-1 Q 

rate this report? (-) (-1 (-1 (3 (-1 
3. Overall, how do you Excellent Good Satisfactory Poor No opinion 

4. How can this report be improved? 

5 .  May we contact you to discuss possible improvements? 

Name: 

Mail Stop 1600 F 
Washin@& DC 20554 


